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THE PERFORMANCE OF CEEB STUDENTS 
IN GERMAN 101, 102, 231, AND 232 
IN THE FALL TERM, 1967 

1. Placement scale. The CEEB scores for placement into German 
101-232 for the fall term, 1967, were as follows: 
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Reading 


Listening 


101 


0-424 


0-424 


231 


425-549 


425-499 


232 


550-599 


500-599 


Met Req. 


600 + 


600 + 



Numbers c£ students placed. 
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Course 


1967 


(%) 


1966 


(%) 


1965 


(%) 


1964 


(%) 


101 


194 


36 


221 


52 


110 


26 


123 


28 


231 


179 


34 


100 


24 


214 


50 


225 


51 


232 


94 


18 


57 


13 


86 


20 


71 


16 


Met- Req. 


62 


12 


48 


1? 


18 


4 


20 


5 




529 


100 


426 


100 


428 


100 


439 


100 


No students were placed into German 102 on the basis 


cf CEEB 



scores iuuut;. iwcxvc » 

from 101 to 102 early in the term. Their scores were relatively 
in the 101 range, and most of them were in 101 without credit. 
Several a d di Unnal students were invited to switch to 102, but de- 

The 1967 placement into 101 is lower than that of 1966, and ^ 
1967 placement into 231 is hi^er than that of 1966. This shift in 
proportion was the predicted result of having lowered ihe minimum 
scores for placement into 231. The minimum reading score was 
lowered from 476 to 425, and the listening score from 451 to 425. 
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3. Numbers of students enrolled . Of the 529 students who took the 
CEEB German test, 467 were placed into German 101-232. The re- 
maining 62 either took no German, or enrolled in a 300-level course. \ 

Of these 467, only 263 (56.6%) actually finished a German course. 

In 1966 the number of students who took the test was 426; 378 were 
placed into 101-232, and 280 (74.1%) finished. The greatest rate of \ 

attrition took place in 101, as may be seen in the following figures ^ 

for 1967: 







Students 


4th 




End of 


Course 




placed (%) 


week (%) 




term (%) 


101 




194 41.6 


114 35.9 




89 33.8 


102 






12 3.8 




11 4.2 


231 




179 38.3 


127 40.1 




107 40.7 


232 




94 20.1 


64 20.2 




56 21.3 






467 100.0 


317 100.0 




263 100.0 


4. Previous German vs. placement. 


This table 


includes only those 


students who tocdc the CEEB test and actually finished the course. 


1 


year 


2 years 3 years 


4 years 






Coarse hi schl 


hi schl hi schl 


hi schl Other 


Totals (%) 


101 


34 


46 3 




6 


89 33.8 


102 




8 2 


1 




11 4.2 


231 




53 38 


. 7 


9 


107 40.7 


232 


1 


6 24 


20 


5 


56 21.3 




35 


113 67 


28 


20 


263 100.0 



Students represented by numbers above the dotted lines did not 
receive graduation credit for their course. j 

In addition to the 89 students in 101 indicated here, there were I 

14 others who had previous training in German, but are not included < 

in these figures. 10 failed to take the CEEB test, but for various 
reasons were allowed to enroll in 101 anyway. One was in the ' 

Residential College and should have been in a higher course, but 
was sent back to 101 by her adviser. 2 enrolled as visitors. One, 
thou^ a fairly fluent speaker of German, was illiterate in German 
and was therefore allowed to enroll in 101. There were 9 students 
in 231 who had had German at other schools but did not take the 
CEEB test, and 7 such students in 232; none of these are included 
in these figures. 

"Other" includes transfer students, students who learned German 
on their own, etc. 



20 



1 






o 

ERIC 



Grades received. The table below represents all students en- 
^ ooo 4-i.A foil fcrm nf i967. 



Q:ade 



A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

•X' 




102 


{%) 


231 


(%) 


232 


(%) 


13 


10.7 


57 


12.2 


17 


12.2 


18 


14.9 


135 


28.8 


44 


31.7 


48 


39.7 


190 


40.6 


54 


38.8 


26 


21.5 


56 


12.0 


17 


12.2 


11 


9.1 


22 


4.7 


4 


2.9 


5 


4.1 


8 


1.7 


3 


2.2 


121 


100.0 


468 


100.0 


139 


100.0 



An 'X' indicates slmpiy that a student was absent from the final 
examination. 

R Pprformance of CEEB students. Figures in the tables \xlcw rep- 
rU^^f^ ents with l,2X ~or 4 years of CSerman in hi^ 
school The results for the non-CEEB students are given 
r&^mparison. Grades of 'X' 

PFFB Students received *X’ as agamst 34 non-CEEB stuaenisj. 

•’Non-CEEB students" includes several categories: th^e with 
no ^»i<S ®rman at the U. of M.; repeaters; 26 stn.tents who had 
German before but did not take the CEEB test; and 2 who were 
»^?^Led into higher courses but switched back. 



German 101 

EnroUment in 101 at end of term: 560 

CEEB students in 101 at end of term: 89 (15.9% of total) 



Grade 1 yr. 2 yrs. 3 yrs, OthCT 



Non-CEEB 
Total (%) students (%) 



A 

B 

C 

D 

E 



10 

12 

8 

2 

2 

34 



5 

20 

15 

4 

2 

46 



2 

1 



1 

3 

2 



16 


18.0 


82 


18.4 


37 


41.6 


125 


28.1 


26 


29.2 


133 


29.9 


6 


6.8 


75 


16.9 


4 


4.4 


30 


6.7 


89 


100.0 


455 


100.0 
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German 102 

Enrollment in 102 at end of term: 121 
CEEB students in 102 at end of term: 11 (9.1%) 



Non-CEEB 



Grade 


2 yrs. 


3 yrs. 


Other 


Total (%) 


students (%) 


A 


1 




1 


2 


18.2 


11 


10.5 


B 


3 






3 


27.3 


15 


14.3 


C 


2 


2 




4 


36.3 


44 


41.9 


D 


1 






1 


9.1 


25 


23.8 


E 


1 






1 


9.1 


10 


9.5 




8 


1 


T 


11 


100.0 


105 


100.0 



German 231 

Enrollment in 231 at end of term: 468 

CEEB students in 231 at end of term: 107 (22.9%) 



Non-CEEB 



Chrade 


2 yrs. 


3 yrs. 


4 yrs. 


Other 


Total (%) 


students (%) 


A 


6 


4 


1 


1 


12 11.2 


45 


12.7 


B 


19 


11 


2 


1 


33 30.8 


102 


28.9 


C 


23 


16 


3 


7 


49 45.8 


141 


39.9 


D 


2 


3 


1 




6 


5.6 


50 


14.2 


E 


3 


4 






7 


6.6 


15 


4.3 




53 


38 


7 


9 


107 100.0 


353 


100.0 



Lowering the minimum scores for placement into 231 allowed 52 
students into 231 who otherwise would have been placed into 101. 
Their grades were as follows: 



Grade 


Low 


CEEB(%) 


Others(%) 


A 


5 


9.6 


52 


12.5 


B 


15 


28.8 


120 


28.9 


C 


23 


44.2 


167 


40.2 


D 


3 


5.8 


53 


12.7 


E 


4 


7.7 


18 


4.3 


•X’ 


2 


3.9 


6 


1.4 




52 


100.0 


416 


100.0 



This distribution of grades shows that, in terms of results, the 
low scorers were not at a particular disadvantage relative to the 
other 231 -students. 
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German 232 



i 



Enrollment in 232 at end of term: 139 

CEEB students enrolled in 232 at end of term: 56 (40.3%) 


Grade 1 yr. 2 yrs. 3 yrs. 


4 yr . 


Other 


Non-CEEB 
Total(%) students(%) 


A 3 3 


1 


1 


8 14.3 9 11.2 


B 3 8 


8 


2 


21 37.5 23 28.8 


Cl 11 


8 


2 


22 39.3 32 40.0 


D 2 

E _ 

1 6 24 


3 

20" 


5 


5 8.9 12 15.0 

4 5.0 

56 100.0 80 100.0 



Robert L. Kyes 
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